
4. Fourth, incorrect use of legal basis 

The Hellenic Republic submits that, if the Commission 
considered that Law 4002/2001 was not being applied 
correctly by the Hellenic Republic, it had to use Article 
258 TFEU and initiate a fresh infringement procedure, and 
not require continued making of the penalty payment. 
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4. Fourth (alternative) plea in law, put forward in support of 
the second form of order sought, in case the General Court 
decides not to annul the contested decision in its entirety, 
alleging that the Commission committed an error in law 
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( 1 ) Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2003 of 16 December 2002 on the 
implementation of the rules on competition laid down in Articles 81 
and 82 of the Treaty (OJ 2003 L1, p. 1) 
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